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Introduction
Lexicalphrasesarecomprisedoftwoormorewords.ForthediscourseofEnglishfor
AcademicPurposes(EAP),writing,they can actasbuilding blocks.Laterin Second
LanguageAcquisition (SLA)learner・sdevelopment,EAP writing,lexicalphrasescan be
drawnupontoimprovetheirEAPwritingskils.Inaddition,lexicalphrasesinEAPwriting
functioninorderforalearnertoacquirepragmaticcompetence.Researchintothisareaof
appliedlinguisticsin theSLA fieldwasmotivatedby theobservedhigh frequency of
conjunctionsinsentencefirstpositioninEAPwritingatoneJapaneseuniversity.Thatis,the
proliferation ofAlso,Like,Because,ButandAndwarrantsinvestigation intoeffective
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Abstract
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classroom teaching methodology which could serve to placate this phenomenon.In
preference,EAP writtenlexicalphrases,including:Inadditionto,Forinstance,Dueto
this,Despitethis,andInconsequenceareconsideredoptimal.Tosubstantiatethisclaim,this
paperwilpresentthetheoreticalrationaleandpresentthefindingsofthefirststageof
whatisalargerresearch project.Moreover,although thispaperseekstoquantifiably
demonstratethisclaim・svalidityfrom inputandoutputperspectives;itisimportanttonote
thatoutputwilnotbestatisticalyanalysedinthispaper.Forthefirststageofthis
researchproject,thispaperwilpresentquantitativedatawhichhasbeenrestrictedtothe
explorationofimplicitandexplicitinstructionalclassroom pedagogyintermsoftheinput
enhancementforEAPwrittenlexicalphrases.Inconsequence,thetheoreticalrationaleof
thispaperwil orienttowardsinputenhancementand presentissuesthatimpedethe
gatheringofstatisticalyquantifiabledatainlinguisticperformanceofEAPlexicalphrases,
forwriting,thatis,output.
Beginningwiththetheoreticalrationale,atfirst,Schmidt・s(1990)NoticingHypothesis
withrespecttoinputenhancementwil beoutlined.Forthemostpart,Schmidt(1994)
explainsthatinlanguagelearning,whenaform ispaidattentiontoornoticed,itis
consciouslyexperienced.From suchastimulusevent,theSLA learnerdevelopsconscious
awareness,andtheform issubsequentlystoredinalearner・slongterm memory.Thus
givingrisetotheintroductionofLong・s(1998)notionoffocusonform.Thisisduetothis
researcher・spedagogicalapproach,which indicatesthatnoticingisessentialtoregister
targetedlanguage,inotherwords,focusonform.Thatis,formsarestoredinthememory,
despitethefactthatalearnermaynotunderstandtheirmeaningorfunction,theyare
retrievedasoutputinsubsequentlanguagedevelopmentalstages.Thesecanberevealedfor
instancewhenacommunicationproblem arisessinceittriggerstoalearnerthattheyhave
partialyunderstoodeitherthemeaningorthefunctionofthenewform inearlierstagesof
attendingtoinput.Moreover,thisisanoptimalconditioninlearners・controlovertheir
meansofproduction.Izumi・s(2002)studyconsideredaclearaccountofthisprocess.Izumi・s
(2002)studyisacomplexresearchdesignwhichaccountsforinputenhancementthrough
noticing,andpresentsstatisticalanalysisofquantifiableoutputdata.Inthisstudy,itis
introducedasagoalforfuturestagesofthispaper・sresearcher・slargerresearchdesign.
Therefore,statisticalanalysisofEAPwriting,lexicalphrasedatawilnotbeincludedin
thispaper.
However,sincethispaperwilprefaceinputenhancement,White・s(1998)studywilbe
presented.Thisresearcherfoundthatacquisitionmightbespedupbyusingtypographical
enhancementsuchashighlighting,circling,orunderling.Ontheotherhand,theresearch
alsorevealedthatapurelyimplicitfocusonform maynotbeadequateenoughforSLA
leaners.Yet,oncomparisonwithL1learners,explicitinstructionwasdeemedtobemore
effectivefortheaforementioned.ThisisfurthersupportedbyreferencetoElis(2009),whose
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overviewofvariousstudiesintheconstructsofSLAimplicitandexplicitlanguageteaching
isextensive.Elis(2009)lamentstheimplicit-explicitinterfaceconundrum whichreflectsthe
difficulty in ascertaining whata leaneracquiresexplicitly and whathasbeen learnt
implicitly.Elis(2009)advocatesthatresearch mustbeongoing with regard to this
predicament.
Folowingthetheoreticalrationale,thecategorizationoflexicalphrases,asthetarget
focuson form for this paper is considered necessary.Predominantly,Nattinger and
DeCarrico・s(1992)bookonlexicalphraseswilbedrawnfrom.Intheform/functionsection
ofthisbook,theydefinedthefunctionsoflexicalphrasesaspragmaticcompetence.Thatis,
alanguagelearnerskilwhichenableslearnerstoselectform/functioncompositesaccording
tocircumstance.A benefitisthatlexicalphrasechunkscanbelearnedinassociationwith
theirfunctionsincontext(Forexample,EAP writing).Contextwil alsobearguedas
necessarytoshowcasetoSLAlearnershowphrasesareusedbyreferencingtheresearchof
Nagyetal.(1985).AlthoughNagyetal.(1985)advocatesincidentalvocabularylearningthrough
reading;thisresearcheralso acknowledgesitslimitations.In short,unlessa learner・s
readingexposurehasbeenprolongedandextensive,acquisitionisunlikelywithoutmore
explicitexplanationsofthetargetform(Nagy&Scott,2000).Intermsofphrasecategorization,
thispaperwil introduceSiepmann・s(2005)analysisoftaxonomies.Thiswil serveto
demonstrate the researcher・s stance regarding how the lack ofcorrectand cohesive
categorizationofphrasesobfuscatesresearchinthisparticularfieldofappliedlinguistics.
Afterthetheoreticalrationaleandlexicalphraseclassificationhasbeenoutlined,this
paperwilmoveontotheresearchmethodologyoftheresearchdesign.Folowingthat,the
resultsoftheresearchwilbepresented.Theresearchdesignsoughtprimarilytoprovide
implicitand explicitinstructionaltreatmentto Japanese university,SLA learners in
sophomore,EAPclasses.Theresearchwasconductedovera15-weekperiod.Inthefirst10
weekstheinstructionaltreatmentwascarriedout.Thetargetforms,EAPwriting,lexical
phrases,weretaughtimplicitlyandexplicitly,byalternatingtheconstructsweekly,overa
10-weekperiod.Atthesametime,yetovera15-weekperiod,thetestinginstrumentwas
administeredinfourclasses.InWeek1,thepre-test,inWeek10thepost-testandinWeek
15thedelayedpost-testwereconducted.ThestatisticalmodesofanalysisusedwereANOVA
andt-tests.Thisposthocquantifiabledataanalysisresultedinaclearanswertotheresearch
question.Thatis,SLA learnergains(dependentvariables)weregreaterwhenEAPwriting,
lexicalphrasesweretaughtexplicitly,notimplicitly(independentvariables).
Basedonthefindingsoftheresultssection,thispaperwildiscusshow forthefirst
stageofthelargerresearchprojecttheseresultsseem verypositive.However,thesedonot
significantlycontributetotheresearch.Moreover,theexclusionofEAPwritingdata,which
isthesectionofthislargerresearchprojectthatcouldcontributetotheliterature,were
excluded.Folowing thediscussion section,thefuturedirectionswil addresshow this
―62―
researchintendstoaddresstheresearchdesignflawsandhowtoprocureandanalyseEAP
writingdata.
In sum,thispaperwil,to a largerextent,outlinethetheoreticalrationaleand
categorizationoflexicalphrasesfrom theperspectiveofEAPwriting.Withrespecttothe
datathatwascolected,itlargelyreflectedinputenhancementornoticing;thus,theanalysis
ofoutputislacking.Thelatteriswheregreatercontributiontotheliteraturecanbemade
andinthesecondstageofthisresearchprojectforthcoming,itwilbeattempted.
1.TheoreticalRationale
1.1 Noticing
Forastart,Schmidt(1990,2010)arguedthatconsciousnoticingisnecessaryforlearning
totakeplace,asdemonstratedbytheresearcher・sproposaloftheNoticingHypothesis.
Schmidt(1990)claimeditis・ahypothesisthatinputdoesnotbecomeintakeforlanguage
learningunlessitisnoticed,thatis,consciouslyregistered・(Schmidt,1990,ascitedin
Schmidt,2001,p.27).Thetheorywasputforthtoprovideanalternateview oflanguage
learning.Thus,itdiffered from previously established notionsofunconsciouslearning
processes(Schmidt,2010).Atthetime,Robinson(1995)surmisedthatSchmidt・s(1990)notion
ofnoticing,orconsciousattentiontoinput,forthepromotionofL2developmentwas
supportedbyotherresearchersintheSLAfield.Thisadvocationincludesresearchareas,for
instance,consciousraisingorfocusonform (Robinson,1995citesFotos&Elis,1991;Long,
1998,1991;Rutherford,1987;andSharwoodSmith,1991,1993).Inshort,thisstancesomewhat
countersclaimstoKrashen・sview ofSLA asasubconsciousprocessinwhichconscious
learningservesasamonitororeditingfunctionofaknowledgebase,andthatwhichis
non-consciouslyacquired(Robinson,1995citesKrashen1981,1982&1985).Albeitnotinful
supportofKrashen,Schmidt(2010)doesraisethepredicamentthatwouldariseifthe
importanceofunconsciousprocessesinlanguagecomprehensionandacquisitionweretobe
denied. Further acknowledging that in the literature, there is ・no consensus on
consciousness.・AscitedbyHarley(1998),Schmidt(1994)statesthatinlanguagelearning,
whenaform ispaidattentiontoornoticed,itisconsciouslyexperiencedandtwofold;that
is,・...theregistrationoftheoccurrenceofastimuluseventinconsciousawarenessand
subsequentstorageinlongterm memory・(1994,p.179).Statingfurtherthat,theacquisition
ofthetargetlanguageform wil notoccurunlessthisnoticingtakesplace.Moreover,
instructionisthekeytoincreasethesalienceoftheseformsininputsothatlearnersare
morelikelytonoticethem.
Despitethedebateofconsciousnessbeingsignificantlymoreextensivethanisindicated
above,asuccinctsummarybyIzumi(2002)highlightsthreekeypositions.Theseinclude,at
first,referenceto Schmidt・s(1990)Noticing Hypothesis(elucidated aforementioned).In
addition,Izumipointsoutthenecessityoflearners・・focalattentionandawareness.・The
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secondposition,citedbyIzumi(2002,p.543)isfrom TomlinandVila(1994)whobelievethat
of・...threeinterrelatedprocessesofattentionalertness,orientation,anddetectiononly
detection,whichdoesnotrequireconsciousawareness,iscrucialforlearning;theothertwo
processesmayhelptoincreasethechanceofdetectionand,thus,learning.・Thethirdstance
isbasedonRobinson・s(1995)proposalwhichredefinesSchmidt・snoticingwithregardto
whatisdetectedandthen,・furtheractivatedasaresultofattentionalresourcesfrom a
centralexecutive・(p.543).Whatismore,maintainingthatthedifferingdemandsofatask
furtherstimulatedistinctformsofcognitiveprocessing.
1.2 Focusonform
Inordertomoreclearlysituatethenotionofthepreviouslymentionednoticing(attentional
resources)asapplicabletolanguageteachingintheclassroom,Long・s(1998)workingpaper,
publishedbyLongandRobinson(1998)isreferredto.Firstly,LongandRobinson(1998)
ascertainthatlanguageteachinghasbeensusceptibletopendulum swings.Atthetimeof
publication,theyattributedthis,simultaneously,tothelackofbroadlyacceptedlanguage
learningtheoryandcommonclassroom practice.Inconsequence,theresearchershighlighted
frustrationwithafocusonformSteachingmethodologysinceitprefacesgrammar,andis
highlyinterventionist.Theswingtowardsde-emphasisongrammarandlargely,anon-
interventionist,・focusonmeaning・stancepedagogythusevolved.However,asLong(1998)
posited,thiswasalsonotaviableoptionsinceit・...affectsthewayacoursedesigner
approachesthethorny issueofgrammarin thecommunicativeclassroom・(p.35).The
researcherprofferedthefolowingquestion:・Isteachinganew languagemoresuccessful
whenthemainfocusistheL2asobjectortheL2asamedium ofcommunicationwhile
studentsarelearningsomethingelse,likethehistory,cultureorgeographyofasociety
wheretheL2isspoken?・(Long,1998,p.35)Lamentingbothpedagogicalapproaches,Long
(1998)proposedtheveritablemiddleground;focusonform (Long& Robinson,1998):
Focusonform referstohow attentionalresourcesarealocated,andinvolvesbriefly
drawing students・attention tolinguisticelements(words,colocations,grammatical
structures,pragmaticpatterns,andsoon),incontext,astheyariseincidentalyin
lessonswhoseoverridingfocusisonmeaning,orcommunication,thetemporaryshifts
infocalattentionbeingtriggeredbystudents・comprehensionorproductionproblems.
(Long,1998,p.40)
Inbrief,Long・s(1998)methodologyreinforcesSchmidt・s(1983)workinthatthrough
inducing,noticingisessentialtoregistertargetedlanguage,thatis,focusonform.Indoing
so,formscanbestoredinthememory,despitethefactthatalearnermaynotunderstand
theirmeaningorfunctionuntillaterlanguagedevelopmentalstages.Hence,learnersbuild
skilstolearnnewitems,andtocategorizethem linguisticalyandnotnecessarilyaccording
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tometalinguisticawareness.Thisisinresponsetothelimitationsofsolelyfocusingona
meaningbasedsystem;inotherwords,targetlanguageisattendedtoasanobject,orasit
issystematicaly provided.Long (1998)argued thata focuson form approach would
thereforebe・radical・intermsofitspsycholinguisticdimensionsinceittakesintoaccount
thelearner・sinternalsylabus.Inaddition,thisstanceendorsesthataninternalsylabusis
underalearner・scontrol,andthatitpresentsitselfwhenacommunicationproblem arises.
Thisindicatesthatlearnerspartialyunderstandeitherthemeaningorthefunctionofthe
new form,whilstattendingtoinput.Moreover,itisconsideredthattheseareoptimal
conditionsinlearners・controlovertheirmeansofproduction.
1.3 Limitationsofinputenhancementinlearneracquisition
White(1998)publishedastudyentitled,Gettingthelearners・attention,Atypographical
inputenhancementstudy.Inparticular,ithighlights・...theeffectsofmanipulatingand
enhancinginput,implicitlyandexplicitly,withtheaim ofincreasingtheusefulnessforL2
acquisitionoftheinputavailableintheclassroom・(p.85).White(1998)soughttoascertain
whetherstudentshaving difficulty acquiring a linguisticfeature,could aid acquisition
through enhancementofthetargetlinguisticfeature.In thisstudy,afocuson form
approachwasadoptedinresponsetomountingresearchwhichsuggestedthatiflanguage
instructionfocusespredominantlyonmeaning,thatis,attheexclusionofformallanguage
aspects,learnerswilbeaffected.Forexample,learnersmaynotbeabletoattainhighlevels
oflinguisticknowledge,ordemonstratethatknowledge,despiteextensivemeaningbased
exposure(White,1998citesHarley& Swain,1984;Lightbrown& Spada,1990;Swain&
Lapkin,1982,1986).Thus,inordertoproducethelanguage,ithasbeenputforwardthat
meaningbasedclassroomscanimpedehigherlevelsofaccuratelearningbecauseofalimited
numberofopportunitiestoconveytheirmessage(CitedbySwain,1985,1993).Furthermore,
White(1998)statesthatthequalityofinputavailableforacquisitionshouldbeinvestigated,
especialyifitinvolvesdrawingonthelinguisticoutputofotherlearners.White(1998)cites
Hulstijin(1989)thatatthepointofinputencoding,attentiontoform isnecessaryand
adequateforlanguageacquisitiontotakeplace.
Thus,White・s(1998)study soughttoincreasethe・perceptualsalienceofasetof
linguisticfeatureswithoutplacingexcessivedemandsonlearners・attentionalresources・
(White,1998,p.86,citesVanPatten).Todoso,White(1998)attemptedtodemonstrateif
typographicalenhancementcouldhighlightanddirecttheattentionoflearnerstothetarget
formsinamannermoreexplicitthaninputfloods,yetlessexplicitthanruleexplanation.
Thesetypographicalenhancementsincludedmanipulationofitalics,bolding,enlargement,
andunderliningaskeyforWhite・s(1998)investigation.Inconclusion,White・s(1998)study
foundthatacquisitionmaybespedupbyusingtypographicalenhancement;however,the
researchercontendedthatimplicitfocusonform maynotbeadequateoncomparisonwith
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L1learners.Inotherwords,thereisarelativeceilingthatislesspronouncedthanif
studentshadreceivedexplicitinstruction.
1.3.1 Output・srolevis-a-visfocusonform
WhileIzumi・s(2002)articleentitled,Output,inputenhancement,and thenoticing
hypothesis:AnexperimentalstudyofESLrelativizationprovidesclarificationthatnoticing
isessential,Izumiraisesthattheamountandtypeofattentionforlearnersisapointof
contentionamongresearchers.Izumi・s(2002)articleputsforwardtwostanceswithregardto
・PedagogicalAttemptstoPromoteLeaners・NoticingofForm・(p.543)forthepurposeof
developingtheliterature.Theseare:1)visual(textualortypographical)inputenhancement
and2)learner・soutput.OfnoteisthatIzumi(2002)drawsattentiontotheresearchdesign,
wherebylearneroutputbecomesanindependentvariable.Izumialsoadvocatesthatregarding
1)itcanbeintroducedbyexternalmeanssuchasunderliningorhighlighting.Whereasfor
2)Izumistatesthatitemergesthroughtheprocessesofproduction;thatis,whenlearners
attendtotheformsinoutputandthusnoticemoreofthatform forsubsequentexposure
toinput.Thus,Izumi(2012)surmisesthatvisualinputenhancementisanexternalprocess
fordrawingattentiontoform,whileproducingoutputisaninternalone.Thisassessment
wasbasedonIzumi・s(2012)review ofnineindependentresearchstudies,from whichIzumi
gatheredthatfourwereabletoseelearnergainsfrom visualenhancement,twosomewhat
less,andanothertwo,verylittle.
1.4 Issueswiththeassessmentofimplicitandexplicitlearnerknowledge
Elis・s(2009)book,Implicitand ExplicitKnowledgein Second LanguageLearning,
TestingandTeaching,providesextensiveanalysisandmoreoverreflectsonSLAtrendswith
respect to the proliferation of the interface notion of implicit-explicit instructional
methodology.Inthebook,Elis(2009)promulgatesthatduetothedifferentwaysinwhich
implicitandexplicitinstructionhavebeenoperationalized,thedistinctionbetweenthetwo
methodsisnotstraightforward.Forexample,Elisdemonstrateshow NorrisandOrtega・s
(2000)meta-analysisclassificationsdistinguish implicitasinstructionaltreatment,which
includesenrichedinput.Thatis,inputseededwiththetargetstructureorsentencesfor
memorization.Meanwhile,explicitinstruction included on one hand,a metalinguistic
explanation,whileontheother,productionpractice.Tofurtherclassifythetwotypesof
instruction,Elis(2009)believesthattheterminologyofreactiveandproactiveshouldbe
introduced.Yet,in doing so,anotherlayerofmisclassification isadded.Elis(2009)
elucidatesthisthroughconductingacomparisonofDoughty・s(1991)studyandRobinson・s
(1996)study(citedinElis,2009).InDoughty・sstudy,Elismusesimplicitinputenhancement
couldbeclassifiedasreactiveifstudentsskimmedtextswhicharepresentedbyacomputer
andreceivedsupportonlyintermsofstrategiesforlexicalandsemanticrephrasingand
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sentenceclarification.Whileexplicitinstructionwouldbecategorizedasproactivewhenitis
comprisedofrulestatementsandon-screensentencemanipulation.IncontrasttoRobinson・s
instructionaltreatment,therewerefourconditionsofwhichElis(2009)classifiedtwoas
implicitanddirect,andtheothertwoasdirectexplicitandindirectexplicit.Fortheformer,
theselearnerswererequiredtorememberandbeexposedtosentencesimbuedwiththe
targetphrase,andthetreatmentencompassedmeaningbasedconditions.Meanwhileforthe
latter,directexplicitexamples,studentssearchedandidentifiedrules,andforindirect
explicit,written rules and explanations were provided.Thus,through attempting to
succinctlydefineimplicitandexplicit,Elis(2009)hasrevealedwidespreadmisclassifications.
Furthermore,Elis(2009)introducesthethreepositionsrelating totheinterfaceof
implicitandexplicitknowledge,whichare1)Non-interface,2)StrongInterfaceand3)the
WeakInterface.EliscitesDeKeyser・s(1995)studyandDeJong・s(2005)studytoilustrate
thedifferentpositionswithregardtointerface.Nonetheless,intheend,Elis(2009)surmised
thatbothstudieshadeffectivetestinstrumentsforpossiblymeasuringexplicitknowledge,
sincestudentscouldproducegrammaticaly therulesin differentcontexts.Elis(2009)
regardedthisasdeductive,orexplicit.Asaresult,Elis(2009)claimedthatitwasmore
effectivetodemonstratethedeductiveandexplicitinSLA instructionalmethodology,than
theinductiveimplicitcondition.Thus,Elis(2009)concludedthatthesetwostudiesreflect
therelativeeaseofascertainingwhataleaneracquiresexplicitly,vis-a-viswhathasbeen
learntimplicitly.Thistypifiesanongoingresearchpredicamentwhenexaminingtheeffects
ofwhatareconsideredtobethetwomaintypesofform-focusedassessment,explicitas
deductiveandimplicitasinductive(Elis,2009).
Morespecificaly,Elis(2009)citesDeKeyser(1995)and DeJong・s(2005)studiesas
examplesofdifferencesintheoperationalizationofthe・same・constructsofimplicitand
explicit.DeKeyser(1995)hadlearnerscarry outthefolowing:fil outacomputerized
judgementandproductiontest,todescribeapicture,andtestgrammaticalruleswithgap-
fil.WhereasinDeJong・s(2005)study,testingtheconstructsconsistedof:listeningtestsof
dialogueaboutapicture,grammaticaljudgementtests,andoralproductionquestionnaires.
Elis(2009)lamentsthatthesestudiestypifyhow researcherscontinuetounsuccessfuly
defineimplicitand explicitknowledgeasdistinctconstructs.Thus,Elisproffersthat
commonfoundationsforempiricaltestsoftheimplicit-explicitinterfaceofthesepositions
remainselusive.Inresponsetothenonuniformedclassifications,Elis(2009)operationalizes
theconstructsofL2implicitandexplicitknowledgeasfolows(SeeTable1):
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2.TargetFocusonForm:LexicalPhrases
Lexicalphrasescanbereferredtoaslexicalchunksorformulaicsequences.AsStaples
etal.(2013)putforward,formulaicsequenceshavebeenshownbyresearcherstobean
importantmeasureoflearnerdevelopment,andSLA theorypointsoutthatearlystagesof
languagelearningrelyheavilyonsuchsequences(Staplesetal.,2013citesElis,1996and
Wray,2002).Infact,sincetheytendtobestoredasawholeunit,theyaredrawnuponin
later stagesin learner developmentoflanguageacquisition through reanalyzing and
reprocessingtoform moremaleableconstructions(Staplesetal.,2013citesElis,1996and
Wray,2002).
2.1 Specificlexicalphrasedefinition
Althoughlexicalphrasesaresyntacticstringsorcolocations,theyarenotordinary
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Table1.OperationalizingtheconstructofL2implicitandexplicitknowledge
(Elis,2009)
Criterion ImplicitKnowledge
ExplicitKnowledge
(analyzedknowledge)
Degreeofawareness Thetaskrequiresthe
learnertorespond
accordingto・feel・
Thetaskencouragesthe
learnertorespondusing
・rules・
Timeavailable Thetaskistime-pressured Thetaskisperformed
withoutanytimepressure
Focusofattention Thetaskcalsfora
primaryfocusonmeaning
Thetaskcalsfora
primaryfocusonform
Systemacitity Thetaskresultsin
consistentresponses
Thetaskresultsin
variableresponses
Certainty Thetaskresultsin
responsesthatthelearner
iscertainare
correct/incorrect
Thetaskresultsin
responses,the
correctness/incorrectness
ofwhichthelearneris
uncertainabout
Utilityofknowledgeof
metalanguage
Thetaskdoesnotrequire
thelearnertousemeta-
linguisticknowledge
Thetaskinvitesthe
learnertouse
metalinguisticknowledge
Learnability Thetaskfavorslearner
whobeganlearningas
children
Thetaskfavorslearners
whohavereceivedform-
focusedinstruction
syntacticstrings.In fact,they aremoreprecisely definedascolocationsthathavea
pragmaticfunctionofwhichtwomaintypesexist(Nattinger& Decarrico,1992).Theseare
1)stringsofspecific(non-productive)lexicalitemswhichcanbecanonicalornon-canonical
(non-canonicalformsarenottypicalofEnglishexpressions),suchas,atanyrate.Theyare
alternativelycategorizedas2)generalizedandproductiveframeswhichunderliespecific
lexicalphrases,suchas,ayearago,whichcanalsobecanonical,ornon-canonicalinthe
caseofawaywithal thebureaucrats.Theseresearchersarguethatlexicalphrasesare
・crucialintermediariesbetweenthelevelsoflexisandgrammarandhavebeentoolong
neglectedinlinguisticanalysis・(p.37).NattingerandDeCarrico(1992)believethatthereis
merittofurtherdescribelexicalphrasesandaccountforvariationofthistargetform,and
tocategorisethem fordescriptiveandpedagogicpurposes.Yettheresearchesacknowledge
thattheirclassificationisnotanexhaustivelistofthefunctionsassociatedwithvarious
lexicalphrases.
Inthisway,NattingerandDeCarrico(1992)attempttoclassifylexicalphrasesintofour
aspectsbasedonstructuralcriteria.Firstly,polywordsrepresentshortphrases,andare
either canonicalor non-canonical.Moreover,they alow for no variability and are
continuous.Theyfunctioninordertorelateonetopictoanother,tosummarize,andor
shifttopicsandetcetera.Somesuchexamplesare,forthemostpart,whichisacanonical
qualifier,or,in part,which is a non-canonicalqualifier.Secondly,institutionalized
expressionsrepresentasentenceorafiniteexpression,andarepredominantlycanonical,
invariable,andadditionaly,continuous.Thatis,canonicalcanberepresentedby,thepublic
seldom forgivesandnon-canonical,bethatasitmay.Thirdly,phrasalconstraintsareshort
tomedium phrases,whichcanbebothcanonicalandnon-canonical,andalsovariableand
continuous.Forinstance,in thecaseofcanonicalsummarizers,in short,in sum,in
summaryandnon-canonicalexemplifierssuchas,forinstanceandforexample.Fourthly,
sentencebuildersprovidetheframework forsentencesthathaveslotsforeitherthe
parametersorargumentsoftheidea.Theycanbecanonicalandnon-canonical,display
variationandclausalelements,andarebothcontinuousanddiscontinuous.Summarizersfor
examplearecanonical,thepointisthat,andcomparatorswhicharenon-canonical,and
folow thesequence,the_erX,the_erY,thatis,thegreaterthenumberofsubjects,the
bettertheresults.
2.2 Lexicalphrasesaspragmaticcompetence
NattingerandDeCarrico(1992)refertolexicalphrasesasform/functioncomposites
whichareseededinpragmaticcompetence.ItisarguedbyNattingerandDeCarrico(1992)
thatpragmaticcompetencearoseoutoftheabsenceoflearnercompetenciesandperformance
not proposed in the Chompskyan model.They surmise that linguistic performance
predominantlyaccountsforlanguageinuse,whereaslinguisticcompetenceprovidesthebase
―69―
forgeneratingalanguage・sgrammar.Withregardtopragmaticcompetence,Nattingerand
DeCarrico(1992)supportthatitisthislanguagelearnerskilwhichenablestheselectionof
form/functioncompositesinparticularcircumstances.Indoingso,NattingerandDeCarrico
(1992)ascertainthatlexicalphrasechunkscanbelearnedinassociationwithfunctionsin
context.Figure1showsfrom thedashedlines,thedelimitationsintermsofhowpragmatic
competenceissituatedinrelationtogrammarforlearners(Nattinger& DeCarrico,1992).
2.3 Lexicalphrasesasmacro-organisers
Moreover,lexicalphrasescanbedistinguishedfrom idiomsorclichesintermsoftheir
function.Forexampleindiscourse,lexicalphrasescouldexpresscomparativerelationships
amongideas,forinstance,ontheotherhand.Whenphrasesserveasdiscoursedevices,the
function ofwhattheinformation to folow isgoing to be,considersthepreceding
information,andwhetherornotitcontrasts,thusactingasexemplifiers.Thishasled
lexicalphrasestoberecognizedmoreoftenthannotasmacro-organisers.Dueinparttothe
waytheysignalhigh-levelinformation,comprisedof:・markingtopics,shiftsintopics,
summaryoftopics,exemplification,relationshipsbetweentopics,evaluations,qualifications,
andasides・(Nattinger& DeCarrico,1992,p.90).However,theyarenotaslinearasthe
aforementioneddescriptionsuggests.Thisisbecausetheydividehigh-levelinformationto
coordinateasglobalmarkers,andsubordinateforlocalmarkers.Inshort,・Globalmacro-
orgnisersarethosewhichsignaltheintroductionofatopicatthebeginningofadiscourse,
theshifttoanewtopic,andthesummaryofatopic・(Nattinger&DeCarrico,1992,p.95).
Whereas,the・Localmacro-organiserssequencethehighlevelinformationwithintheoveral
frameworkwhichhasbeensetbytheglobalmacro-organisers・(Nattinger& DeCarrico,
1992,p.95).Theseincludemarkersof・exemplification,relationsbetweentopics,sub-topics,
orothersubordinatematerial,evaluativecomments,qualificationofpreviousmaterial,and
asides・(Nattinger& DeCarrico,1992,p.95).
2.4 Lexicalphraseswithindiscourse,integratingreadingandwriting
Withspecificreferencetolexicalphraseswithindiscourse,ofnoteisthatNattingerand
DeCarrico(1992)highlightthedifferentstancesofproduct-basedvis-a-visprocess-centered
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Figure1.Pragmaticcompetenceoflexicalphrases(Nattinger& DeCarrico,1992,p.16)
discourseperspectives.Theformerlendsitselfto theconnection ofsentencesthrough
cohesivedevices,whilethelattertodeviceswhichfocusontextualcoherence.Inconsidering
this,theresearchersaddthatwhenreadingactivitiesfocusonlexicalphrases,thisform is
beneficialtobothreadingandwritingpedagogy.Thus,from aprocess-centereddiscourse
perspective,which isnotably supported by Carrel (1987),ascited by Nattingerand
DeCarrico (1992),reading comprehension and writing convention research has been
complementary.Inotherwords,LiandSchmitt(2009)citeCoxheadandByrd(2007)and
Hyland(2008)tounderscorethatforacademicdiscourse;formulaicsequencesorlexical
phrasesarebothcentraltoandanimportantbuildingblockforcharacteristicfeaturesof
academictexts.Theresearchersclaim thatanovicewritercannotbeconsideredcompetent
inunderstandingtheconventionalsequencesofthedisciplineuntiltheyhaveadoptedthem.
Thatis,whenconsidering,thedualbenefitsofproductandprocessorientatedapproaches,
EnglishasaSecondLanguage(ESL)learnersshouldbetaughtboththetop-levelrhetorical
structures of texts,and also how to,through linguistic devices,signal a text・s
organizationalplan(Li& Schmitt,2009).
Furthermore,thereadingofappropriateacademicwritingtextsprovidesmodelingfor
studentssincetheycandraw uponcontextualcues.ThediscussionofNagyetal.(1985)
regardingcontextisthusrelevant;sincetheargumentthatcombiningdefinitionaland
contextualprocesseswithregardtolearningvocabulary,ismoreeffectivethanpracticing
eitherinisolation.Contextisstatedasnecessarytoshow thestudentshow thewordis
used.AlthoughNagyetal.(1985)donotdiscounttheneedforinstructionofvocabulary;
theyacknowledgethatitisanintensivetaskforinstructorstocarryoutwel.Underthese
circumstances,Nagyetal.(1985)advocatesthatincidentalwordlearningcanarisefrom
reading;yetpositsthatthismethodislesseffectivewhenconsideringthatnotallearners
havebeenexposedto・systematicintensiveandprolongedvocabularyinstruction・(Nagy,
1998,p.15).Theeffectsofwhich wouldshow learnergainsin reading comprehension.
Despitethemisgivings,researchinthisareatendstosupportincidentalwordlearning.In
laterstudies,Nagy・sstanceoncontextandincidentallearningofvocabularyisfurther
developed when Nagy and Scott(2000)examinemetalinguisticapproachesin termsof
awarenessandutilisationofcontextvis-a-visusageofdefinitions.NagyandScott(2000)
reiterateNagy・searlierclaims,wherebyevenifstudentslearnwordsimplicitlyfrom context,
itisonlyeffectiveifexposureisextensive.Inconsequence,theresearchersconcludethatthe
aforementionedgivesrisetoexplicitexplanationsof,ordefinitionstomaketheprocess
moreefficient(Nagy& Scott,2000).
2.5 Lexicalphrases:Issueswithclassificationandvarianceintaxonomies
AsSiepmann(2005)acknowledges,providingastructuraltaxonomyoflexicalphrasesin
academictextsisbeneficial.However,Siepmann(2005)iscriticalofHyland・s(1998)wel-
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establishedtaxonomy.Table2showsanadaptedversionofHyland・staxonomybySiepmann
(2005).Thecolumnslabeled category,functions,and examplesarereintroduced in the
proceedingTable3.Thistablecomparesandcontrastsfourresearchers,VandeKopple(1985),
Hyland(1998),Hutz(1997)andFraser(1988).However,comparedwiththecategoriesand
functionsofHyland・staxonomy,theclassificationsoflexicalphrasesareattimesamalgams
ofthetwo.In tabulating thesedisparateclassificationsoflexicalphrases,Siepmann
demonstratesthevarietyofclassificationsofthistargetform.Siepmann(2005)arguesthat
itwasimportanttotabulatetoaddressmethodologicalconcernsofinconsistency.Onebeing
that,taxonomiesarerelativelytopdown,grammatical,category-basedandhaveinsufficient
empiricalbasis.Inthesecondinstance,Siepmann(2005)believesthattheyareoftenbasedon
the・linguist・ssemanticintuitions・(p.86).
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Table2.Varietyinlexicalphraseclassifications(Adaptedfrom Hyland,1998:442)
(CitedbySiepmann,2005)
Category Function Examples
Textualmetadiscourse
Logicalconnectives Expresssemanticrelation
betweenmainclauses
Inaddition
Framemarkers Explicitlyrefertodiscourse
actsoftextstages
Toreiterate
Endophoricmarkers Refertoinformationinother
partsofthetext
Notedabove/SeeFig.1/
Evidentials Refertosourceofinformation
from othertexts
AccordingtoX/Y states
Codeglosses Helpreadersgraspmeanings
ofideationalmaterial
Forexample/Inotherwords/
Suchas
Interpersonalmetadiscourse
Hedges Withholdwriter・sful
commitmenttostatements
Itispossible
Emphatics Emphasizeforceofwriter・s
certaintyinmessage
Infact/Itisclear
Attitudemarkers Expresswriter・sattitudeto
propositionalcontent
Itisclaimed/X states
Relationalmarkers Explicitlyrefertoorbuild
relationshipwithreader
Notethat/Ascanbeseen
3.Methods:ResearchDesign
Theactionresearchconductedinthispilotstudyinitialysoughttocolatedatainthe
similarveinofIzumi(2002).Inotherwords,datawhichcoulddemonstratelearnergainsin
outputafterinputandinputenhancement.However,flawsintheresearchdesignwith
respecttooutput,thatis,writingdatacolection,delimitedthisdatacolation.Despitethis
setback,thispilotstudycouldtestafairlywelestablishednotionthatexplicitoverimplicit
teachingmethodsintheclassroom wouldshow greaterlearnergains,albeitwithaless
commonemphasisonlexicalphrases.Thegainsthereforerepresentedthedependentvariable
asshowninFigure2.Therefore,themodifiedresearchquestion,appropriateforthedata
analysedis:Towhatextentdoesafocusonform explicitteachingmethodologyoveran
implicitapproach show more positive gains in students EAP writing lexicalphrase
acquisition?
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Table3.Classificationsofdiscoursemarkers(Adaptedfrom Siepmann,2005)
Examples VandeKopple
(1985)
Hyland(1998) Hutz(1997) Fraser(1988)
Inaddition Textconnectives Logicalconnectives Causalityandresult,
Exemplification,
Addition
Messagerelationship
markers
Insum Actionmarkers,
Textconnectives
Framemarkers Textstructuring,
Summaryand
generalization,
Orderofimportance,
Chronologicalorder
Discourseactivity
markers
Thefolowing  Endophoricmarkers Textstructuring Topicmarkers
Accordingto Narrators,
Attributors
Evidentials  Topicmarkers
Inotherwords Codeglosses
(Defining,
explaining,
limiting)
Codeglosses Specification(in
particular),
Explanation(in
thissense)
Topicmarkers
(elaborative)
(explanatory)
Itispossible/
tendsto
Modalitymarkers,
Hedges
Hedges Degreeofprobability 
Infact/Itis
clear
Modalitymarkers,
Emphatics
Emphatics Emphasis Topicmarkers
Xclaims Attitudemarkers,
Commentary
Relationalmarkers  Messagerelationship
markers
3.1 Participants
Theparticipantswere87 ESL sophomorestudentsata private,femaleJapanese
universitylearningEAP readingandwritingforthepurposesofpotentialywritingan
Englishthesisongraduation(N＝86(Q1),(N＝87(Q2).ForQ1,onestudentoutlierwas
deleted.Theirageswerearound1920.Thesecondyearstudentshavehadjuniorandsenior
highschoolEnglishandtwosemestersofEnglish,aspartofanEnglishmajordegreeat
universitylevel.ThegeneralEnglishproficiencyoftheparticipantsisestimatedatanIELTs
bandofbetween4.006.00,ortheUpperlevelofB1andLowerlevelofB2accordingto
CEFR levels.Thisassumptionisbasedontextbookscompletedinthefirstyearoftheir
studywithinthedepartment.Insecondyear,fourcoursesareconductedentirelyinEnglish,
andtaughtbynativespeakers.Therearefiveclasslevels,andtheinstructionaltreatment
wasadministeredto,anddatacolectedfrom,theupperandlowertwoofthefiveclasses,
withthemiddleclassexcludedfrom thestudy.Participantsweretakingbotha15-week
EAP reading course,assessed by portfoliosand an EAP writing course,assessed by
argumentativeessays.Threeportfoliosandessaysweredue,oneofeachperfiveweeks,over
the15-weekcourse.Inaddition,theessayquestionswereconveyedsimultaneouslytothe
writing,andreadingcourseteachers.Idealy,theportfoliopromotesthecolection,colation,
andinteractionwithreadingmaterialsbystudentsofthesourcesrequiredtowritethe
essayinthewritingcourse.Therewerealsotwo15-weekspeakingcoursesthatindirectly
anddirectlyreinforcedtheessaytopics;onespeakingcoursewasspecificalyfromanAmerican
perspectiveandtheotherfrom aJapaneseperspective.Thethreetopics,oneperfiveweeks
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Figure2.Dependent,independentandmoderatingvariables(Adaptedfrom Creswel,2003)
forthereading andwriting coursesincluded,1)TheConstitution andgun controlin
America,2)Foreignaid,and3)Quotasforwomenintheworkforce.With2)and3)covering
materialforbothAmericaandJapan.Thus,theportfolio,essay,andspeakingcourseswere
moderatingvariables,asindicatedinFigure2.
3.2 Instructionaltreatment:Scheduleandsamples
3.2.1 Schedule
Theinstructionaltreatmentofexplicitteachingandimplicitteachingactivitieswas
conductedwithingroupratherthanhavingaresearchdesignwhichincludedexperimental
andcontrolgroups.Thisresearchdesignwasselectedinordertoavoidethicalissues,in
otherwords,toensurethatnoparticipantwasdisadvantagedbyadifferentinstructional
treatment.Thefocusonform EAPwritinglexicalphraseswerelooselybasedonKnott・s
(1996)taxonomy.Theywereselectedbasedonusagejudgementsfrom Knott(1996)andthe
researcher・sintuitionpriortothe15-weekcoursesrunninginsemesteroneofthe2016/2017
Japaneseuniversityacademicyear.Thelexicalphrasesweretaughtfortenweeks,asshown
inTable4.Theinstructionalmethod,thatisexplicitorimplicitteachingoftheselexical
phrasesalternatedweekly within the10-week period.Specificaly,explicitteaching was
conductedintheoddweeks,Week1,Week3,Week5,Week7andWeek9andimplicit
teachingwascarriedoutintheevenweeks,Week2,Week4,Week6,Week8,andWeek10.
Theinstructionaltreatmentwasavoidedinthefinalfiveweeks.Thiswascarriedoutinorder
tonotinfluencewhetherornotlearningwasmaintainedbetweenWeeks10and15.Inother
words,betweenthePost-testandtheDelayedPost-test(SeeTable4).
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Table4.Instructionaltreatmentschedule
Week InstructionalTreatment Instrumentation
Test:Q1,Q2,Q3
ImplicitTeaching ExplicitTeaching
1 X Inadditionto Pre-test
2 Thatis/Inshort X
3 X Tobeginwith/Forastart
4 Consideringthat/Giventhat X
5 X Duetothis/Asaresult
6 Owingto X
7 X Inspiteofthis
8 Ontheotherhand X
9 X Tosum up
10 Inthatcase/Inthesameway X Post-test
11 X X
12 X X
13 X X
14 X X
15 X X DelayedPost-test
3.2.2 Instructionaltreatment:Explicitandimplicitsamples
Theexplicitinstructionalteachingtreatmentprimarilyincludedtheteacherproviding
explicitinstructionofthepragmaticfunctionofthelexicalphrasesonthechalkboardor
displayedontheprojector.Twotothreesentenceshadtobeusedinordertoprovidecontextand
elicitthecorrectfunctionofthelexicalphraseasitappearswithinasentencewithrespecttothe
largerEAPwritingdiscourse.Forexample,inthebelowSample1(SeeFigure3.),Thatisand
Inshortexhibitthepragmaticfunctionofactingasarestatementoftheprevioussentence.
Thisexplicitinstructionwasfolowedupbyasecondaryactivitywherebystudentswere
askedtoreproducethisforminunmeasured,informal,andin-classoralorwrittenactivities.
Regarding theimplicitinstructionaltreatment,studentswereaskedtohighlight,circle
and/orunderlinethetargetlexicalphrasefrom acontextualizedA4pagereadingaboutthe
topic(SeeFigure4).Asasecondary activity,participantscouldhavepresentedlexical
phrasesintheirportfoliosoressays;however,theydidsoindependently.
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BearingarmsisaconstitutionalrightinAmerica・sconstitutionandinparticular,the
RepublicanPartyprotectsthisamendment.Thatis/Inshort,theRepublicanPartypolicies,
ingeneral,opposeguncontrolmeasures.
Figure3.Sample1ofexplicitteachingofthelexicalphrase,Thatis/Inshort
Week1.Reading,Topic#1/3:GunControlinAmerica
Instructions:
Inthefolowingreading,highlight,circleorunderlinelexicalphrasesinthebelowextract
whichindicatethatthefolowingsentencewilbeasummaryorrestatementofinformation.
GunControl:TheUnitedStates
［Extract］A numberofgunadvocatesconsiderownershipabirthrightandanessential
partofAmerica・sheritage.TheUnitedStates,withlessthan5percentoftheworld・s
population,hasabout3550percentoftheworld・scivilian-ownedguns,accordingtoa
2007reportbytheSwitzerland-basedSmalArmsSurvey.Inshort,itranksnumberone
infirearmspercapita.TheUnitedStatesalsohasthehighesthomicide-by-firearm rate
amongtheworld・smostdevelopednations.Thatis,moreAmericancitizensarekiledby
gunswhencomparedtocitizensofotherdevelopedcountries.
Theabovetextwascreatedbyslightlymodifyingtheinformationfrom thefolowingsources:
Masters,J.(2016,January16).GunControlAroundtheWorld:APrimer,Lessonsfrom Canadato
Japan.TheAtlantic.RetrievedApril18,2016from TheAtlantic:
http:/www.theatlantic.com/international/archive/2016/01/worldwide-gun-control-policy/423711
GunLawsinAlaska.(n.d.).Wikipedia.RetrievedApril18,2016from Wikipedia:
https:/en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gun_laws_in_Alaska
Figure4.Sample1.Inputenhancement,implicitreadingsampleofThatis/Inshort
3.3 Instrumentation
Ascanbeseenfrom Table4,thetestinginstrumenttocolectdataconsistedofapre-
testinWeek1,apost-testinWeek10andadelayedpost-testinWeek15.Therewerethree
typesoftestingquestions.Thesewereadministeredbyapaper-basedtestinordertotest
students・acquisitionoflexicalphrases.Thephrasescomprisedoftwoormorewordsfrom
variouspragmaticcategoriesandwereofvaryingdifficultlylevels.Question1(Q1)wasmultiple
choice;Question2(Q2)wasagap-filandQuestion3(Q3),ashortessay.Q1gavefourchoices
(a,b,cord),andhadtoreplaceasubstandardconjunctionsuchas,Likewiththecorrectlexical
phrasesuchas,Thatis(SeeFigure5).InQ2,forthegap-fil,thefirstletterwasgiven,and
thecorrectnumberofspacesindicatedforeachwordthatmadeupthephrase(SeeFigure5).
AsforQ3,althoughithasbeenexcludedfromthispaper,thisquestionrequestedtest-takersto
producethelexicalphrasesinthecontextofashortessay.Therationalebehindusingthe
threeitemtypeswastoincrementalyincreasethedifficultyofeachquestiontobeabletotest
theabilityofthestudenttoretrievethelexicalphrase.Inshort,Q1testedreceptiveknowledge,
howeverinQ2andQ3,thequestionsweredesignedsothatstudentswererequiredto
retrievethelexicalphrasesfrom theirownmemory.InQ2,itiseasiersincetheyaregiven
prompts,thatis,thefirstletterofeachwordinthelexicalphrase.However,forQ3,this
questionwaspurelybasedonoutputincontext,andtheunderstandingofthepragmatic
functioninadditiontobeingabletoretrievetheappropriatelexicalphrase.SinceQ3didnot
elicitthelexicalphrasestothedegreenecessarytoanalyse;itwasconsideredtobeeither
i)notexplainedwelori)toomuchofacognitiveloadonthestudents.Q3wilberevised
forlaterstudieswhichseektostimulateoutputdrivendata.TheresearcherdevelopedQ1,
Q2,andQ3andthedistractorquestions.Furthermore,withregardtothemultiplechoice
andgap-fil,accordingtosoundpractice,thequestionswerescrambledanddistractorsadded
when thepost-testanddelayedpost-testwereadministered.However,foranalysisthe
distractorswerenotincluded,andthesame12itemsforQ1andQ2wereanlaysedforthe
pre-test,post-testanddelayedpost-test.Moreover,Q3,whichsoughttocolateoutputdata,
yetduetopoorresearchdesignandinstrumentation,weredeletedfrom thisstudy.
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SampleQuestion,Q1,MultipleChoice:
13.Inthelasttwodecades,developingnationshaveimprovedchildmortality(/death)rates.
Likebettermedicalpracticeshavedecreasedthedeathrate.
a)Thatis
b)Itwascriticizedthat
c)That・swhy
d)Itwasnotthecasethat
SampleQuestion,Q2,Gap-fil:
6)Thisthesishasputforwardvariouskeypointsrelatedtohealthcare.
I s ,anationalhealthcaresystem isessentialforahealthysociety.
N.B.SampleQuestion3,Q3:Outputincontext(Removedfrom theresultsofthisstudy)
Figure5.SampleQ1andQ2from thetestinginstrument
Itisimportanttonotethatwithregardtoconsent,studentswereaskedtosignaform
attachedtothetest.Thisconsentform wasremovedtokeeptheiranonymity.Theform
outlinedtoparticipantshowtheirdatawastobecalculatedasagroupforthemeansand
standarddeviationsonly(SeeAppendix).Inaddition,departmentalapprovalwasgivenata
meetinginearly2016foradministeringthedatacolection,sincethestudyinvolvedone
part-timeteacher.
4.Results
4.1 Q1
AsforQ1,asshowninTable5,thestudents・scoresimprovedsignificantlyafterthe
treatment/coursework.Aftertreatment,theeffectwasmaintaineduntilthedelayedpost-
test.Themeansshow thattheexplicitscoresrosefrom atthepre-testtopost-testand
furtherroseatthedelayedpost-test.Thatis,theyrosefrom 3.48to3.87andwentupagain
to3.99.Inthiscase,thisreflectsapositiveresultduetothesegains.Moreover,thescores
aroseafterimplicittreatment.Thiscanbeseenby3.30atthepre-test,androseto3.53at
thepost-andforthedelayedpost-test3.59.Thisisseentobequitegoodresults.Interms
ofstandarddeviation,itrangedfrom 0.761.06.Skewandkurtosiswereallessthan＋ or
－ 1.0,whichisagoodindicationofnormaldistribution.
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Table5.DescriptivestatisticsforQ1
Explicit Implicit
Pretest M 3.48 3.30
95％ CI LowerBound 3.26 3.09
UpperBound 3.71 3.51
SD 1.07 1.00
Skewness 0.25 0.07
SES 0.26 0.26
Kurtosis 0.78 0.65
SEK 0.51 0.51
Posttest M 3.87 3.53
95％ CI LowerBound 3.69 3.33
UpperBound 4.06 3.73
SD 0.87 0.93
Skewness 0.39 0.01
SES 0.26 0.26
Kurtosis 0.50 0.81
SEK 0.51 0.51
DelayedPosttest M 3.99 3.59
95％ CI LowerBound 3.79 3.38
UpperBound 4.19 3.79
SD 0.93 0.97
Skewness 0.50 0.48
SES 0.26 0.26
Kurtosis 0.33 0.13
SEK 0.51 0.51
Note.N＝86.
4.2 Q2
AsforQ2asshowninTable6,thestudents・scoresimprovedsignificantly,yetless
significantlyforQ2thanQ1afterthetreatment/coursework.Aftertreatment,theeffect
wasmaintaineduntilthedelayedpost-test.Themeansshow thattheexplicitscoresrose
from atthepre-testtopost-testandfurtherroseatthedelayedpost-test.Thatis,theyrose
from 2.03to2.52andwentupagainto2.68.Inthiscase,thisreflectsapositiveresultdue
tothesegains.Moreover,thescoresroseafterimplicittreatment.Thiscanbeseenby1.08
atthepre-test,androseto1.82atthepost-testandforthedelayedpost-testto1.81.This
isseentoberelativelygoodresults.Intermsofstandarddeviation,itrangedfrom 0.76
1.06.Skewandkurtosiswereallessthan＋ or－ 1.00,whichisagoodindicationofnormal
distribution.
Atwo-wayrepeatedmeasuresANOVA(analysisofvariance)wasconductedtoevaluate
theeffectoftreatmentwith twolevels(explicitteaching offormsby theteacherand
typologicalunderliningofformsbytheparticipant)onthestudents・acquisitionoflexical
phrasesandtestwiththreelevels(pre-test,post-testanddelayedpost-test)ofscores.The
dependentvariableswerethestudents・testscoresoneachtreatmentateachtest.The
treatmentmaineffectwasdeterminedusingtheunivariatetestresults.Thetestmaineffect
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Table6.DescriptivestatisticsforQ2
Explicit Implicit
Pre-test M 2.03 1.08
95％ CI LowerBound 1.77 0.85
UpperBound 2.30 1.31
SD 1.26 1.07
Skewness 0.03 0.60
SES 0.26 0.26
Kurtosis 1.08 0.45
SEK 0.51 0.51
Post-test M 2.52 1.82
95％ CI LowerBound 2.30 1.59
UpperBound 2.74 2.05
SD 1.03 1.08
Skewness 0.34 0.18
SES 0.26 0.26
Kurtosis 0.32 0.54
SEK 0.51 0.51
DelayedPost-test M 2.68 1.81
95％ CI LowerBound 2.43 1.56
UpperBound 2.93 2.05
SD 1.16 1.16
Skewness 0.59 0.16
SES 0.26 0.26
Kurtosis 0.33 0.62
SEK 0.51 0.51
Note.N＝87.
andtreatmentXtestinteractioneffectweretestedusingthemultivariatecriterionofWilks・
Lambda(Λ).Themaintesteffectwassignificant,Λ＝.75F(1,86)＝13.88,p＝.001.The
interactioneffectwasnotsignificant,Λ＝.98,F(1,86)＝.83,p＝.44.Thetreatmentmaineffect
wasF(1,86)＝13.70andp＝.001,η2＝0.14showingthatthetreatmentfactoraccountsfor
14％ ofthevariance.
Threepaired-samplet-testswereconductedtofolowupthesignificanttestmaineffects.
TheHolm・ssequentialBonferroniadjustmenttocontrolforType1error.Differencesin
meanratingsofthetestsweresignificantlydifferentbetweenTest1andTest3,t(86)＝
－5.23,p＝0.001(α＜0.0067)andTests1&2,t(86)＝－3.65,p＝.001(α＜0.025).However,the
differencebetweenTest2andTest3wasnotsignificant,t(86)＝－1.14,p＝0.26(α＝＜0.05).
Tofolow upthemaintreatmenteffect,T1meanandT2meanwerecomputed.Thepair-
wisetestresultsconfirmedthattheexplicittreatmentwassignificantlymoreeffectivethan
theimplicittreatment,t(86)＝－3.70,p＝0.001.Tofolowupthemaintesteffect,themeans
forTest1,Test2,andTest3werecomputed.Thepair-wisetestbetweenthethreetest
meansshowedthatthedifferencebetweenTest1meanandTest2meanwassignificant,
t(86)＝－3.65,p＝0.001,andthedifferencebetweenTest1meanandTest3meanwasalso
significant,t(86)＝－5.22,p＝0.001.Inaddition,thedifferencebetweenTest2meanandTest
3meanwasnotsignificant,t(86)＝－1.14,p＝0.26.
5.Discussion
Thispaperwasabletofurtherestablishwhatcurrentresearchintheliteraturehas
shownwithrespecttoimplicitandexplicitmethodologieswhenquantifiabledataisthe
outcome.Thatis,statisticaldata iseasierto gatherto show how explicitteaching
demonstrateslargerlearnergainsthan thatofimplicitteaching.In thisresearch,the
particularform,EAPwriting,lexicalphrases,wastargetedandtheparticipantsunderstudy
demonstratedlargergainsinthetargetform whentheyweretaughtexplicitlyratherthan
implicitly.Thisresultsubstantiatesargumentsputforward in thispaper・stheoretical
rationale.Thatis,asSchmidthasclaimed,noticingofinputinordertoraiseconscious
awarenessisimportant.Further,Longreinforcedthisbyindicatingthatbyfocusingona
targetform,itissoundteachingmethodology.Inotherwords,arelativemiddlegroundas
opposedtofocusonmeaningorfocusonformS.AlthoughasWhitefound,animplicit
teachingmethodology,suchastypographical,whetheritbeunderliningorcirclingoftarget
phrases,canbeinadequateforlearneracquisition.Nagy・spositionelucidatesfurtherthat
unlesslearnershaveextensiveandprolongedexposuretotargetformsthroughreading,
acquisitionbythismoreimplicitmethodologycanbeaweakstance.
Forthisreason,Izumi・sstudyisvitaltothenextstagesofthisresearchproject.That
being thecase,Izumi・sresearch documentstheful spectrum from noticingandinput
enhancement,andindoingso,drawsonsimilartheoreticalrationaleasthispaper.In
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contrast,in Izumi・sresearch design,writing outputwasalsopartoftheinstructional
treatmentanddatacolectionandanalysis.Moreover,Izumi・sstudytargetedtheform,
relativisation.Nonethelessanddespitethisdevelopedandcomplexresearchdesign,bynot
addressingcontext,itprovidesforanareathatthispaper・sresearchercouldseektoaddress
agapintheliterature.Thatis,toincorporatethediscourserequisiteforEAPwriting,
lexicalphrases.Withrespecttothetheoreticalrationalefortheneedofcontext,Nagy
brieflyoutlinedthatthequalityofthereadingmaterialsneedstobeanappropriatemodel
forthelinguisticperformancerequired;inthiscase,EAPwriting.
In lightoftheaforementioned,itishighly pertinenttoreturn toNattingerand
DeCarrico・sdefinitionofalexicalphrase.Theseresearchersassertthatalexicalphraseis
aform ofpragmaticcompetence.Therefore,iflearnersarenotawareofhow thesetarget
formsfunctionindiscourse,forinstanceanEAPwritingconventions,suchasanargumentative
essay,thenitwilremaindifficulttojudgetheirlinguisticperformance.Moreover,asLi
andSchmittcontended,whenconsideringthedualbenefitsofproductandprocessorientated
approaches,ESLlearnersshouldbetaughtboththetop-levelrhetoricalstructuresoftexts,
andalsohowto,throughlinguisticdevices,signalatext・sorganizationalplan.
Inthisrespect,implicitteachingmethodologies,whereinputisenhanced,canprovidefor
essentialnoticingorconsciousnessraising.However,themorespecificwayinwhichlexical
phrasesfunctioninEAPwrittendiscourseisalsoimportant.Siepmanndrew attentionto
thefactthattheliteratureconflictsintermsoftaxonomiesapttoprovideforcomprehensive
classificationandcategorizationoflexicalphrases.Albeitinaslightlydissimilarvein,yet
stilrelevant,thisgivesrisetoElis・implicitandexplicitinterfaceconundrum.Elisargues
thatresearchersofthesemethodologieshavealsonotsoughttopermeateintoSLA theory
commonimplicitorexplicitconstructs.
Furthercomplicatingtheaforementioned,isthefactthatlexicalphrasesoftenremain
inlearners・memories,andaredrawnuponinlaterstagesoftheirlanguagedevelopment.
ThispropelsnecessaryresearchintooutputasthemosteffectivemeasureofSLA forEAP
written lexicalphrases.Atpresent,SLA applied linguisticsresearcherstend to avoid
analysisofoutputdrivendata.Whencolatingdata,multiplechoiceandgap-filprovide
relativelyeasilyadministrableandimmediatelyquantifiabledata.Itisimportanttonote
that,oflate,technologicaladvanceshavebeenmadeincorpuslinguistics(Kaneko,2010;
Cortes,2012).Asaresult,itcouldbepostulatedthattheoreticaldevelopment,whichhas
largelybeenorientatedtowardsspokenoutput,couldbenefitfrom theseadvancesinterms
ofEAPwriting,SLA researchdevelopment.
Despitetheoriginalintentionofthispilotstudytocontributetotheliteraturewith
regardstoreplicatingandbuildingonstudiessuchasIzumi・s,theresearchinthispaper
wasobfuscatedbypoorpre-planningwithrespecttooutput.Thisappliedtoboththe15-
week instructionaltreatmentand testing instrumentation.Irrespectiveofwhetherthe
―81―
teacherwasapplyingtheinstructionaltreatmentofimplicitorexplicitconstructs,therewas
nodependentvariableintermsofwritingoutput.Duetothis,thetestinginstrument,Q3,
whichsoughttogatheroutputfordatacolectiondidnotbeartheresultstobeableto
qualitativelyanalyseletaloneprovidequantitativedata.Thismustberectifiedforthe
futurestagesofthisongoingactionresearchproject.
6.FutureDirections
Therefore,thefuturedirection ofthelargerresearch projectshould beorientated
towardsoutputorlinguisticperformanceintermsofstudents・pragmaticcompetenceof
lexicalphrases.ItisalsoarguedasimportanttoseedthisresearchinthecontextofEAP
exclusively.Inthisvein,Swales・publications,stemmingfrom the1990s,haveprovideda
fundamentalplatform forresearchintheEAPgenre.Inbrief,Swales(2016)genrepedagogy
researchhasoutlinedthreeachievementpoints.Theseinclude:1)Noticing(orrhetorical
consciousness-raising);2)Highlightingstudentsattentionto:genrestructure,style,citation
formsandfunctions,andphraseologyratherthanjustcontent;and,3)Fosteringatransferable
skilsetofvalueforstudentstodraw onwhentheyneedtoactindependently(Swales,
2016).
BuildingonSwales・pastresearch,yetwithparticularreferencetoEAPwriting,lexical
phrases,twoarticlesareworthyofmention.Theyareconsideredimportanttothefuture
stagesofthisstudysincetheyreflecttheemergenceofanicheresearchfielddedicatedto
researchinthepragmaticcompetenceoflexicalphrases.Theyare:1)Formulaicsequences
andEAPwritingdevelopment:LexicalbundlesintheTOEFLiBTwritingsectionbyStaples,
Egbert,BiberandMcClair(2013)and2)・Thepurposeofthisstudyisto:Connectinglexical
bundlesandmovesinresearcharticleintroductions・byCortes(2013).Cortes(2013)cites
Swales・(1981)moveanalysiswhichisamethodologytoanalyseparticulartexts・rhetorical
organization,withinagenre.
Basedontheaforementioned,theissuesrelatedtothecategorizationoflexicalphrases
nowcometothefore.ThisisparticularlyrelevantsinceforanalyzingESLSLA texts,the
adoptionofcorpusanalysisishighlyrecommended.Cortes(2013)goessofarastosaythat
duetotheadvancesincomputers,andwithregardtotheirusageforanalyzinglanguage
corpora,theshifttowardsresearchintoformulaicexpressionsorlexicalphrasesisemerging.
Moreover,astheissuesassociated with taxonomieswerepresented in thetheoretical
rationale,sotoomustfutureresearchadoptasolidtaxonomyofEAP writing,lexical
phrases.Thispapersuggeststhatinordertodoso,furtherinvestigationintoCortes・(2013)
research,whichcreatedanappropriatetaxonomyfortheintroductionsectionofacademic
Englisharticlesiswarranted.Infact,theresearchofBiberetal.(2003,2004)wasbuilton
originalresearchbyCortes(2001).Since,BiberandCortes(2012)haverepublishedresearch
whichfocusedon・［the］generalfunctionalclassificationofthelexicalbundlesidentifiedin
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the corpus ofintroductions・ (p.38).Colectively three major functionalgroups were
established:1)stancemarkers,2)discourseorganisersand3)referentialexpressions.Firstly,
anexampleofalexicalbundle/phrasesuchas,itisimportantto,wouldbecategorizedas
astancemarker,withimpersonalattitudinal/modalitystance.Inthecaseofadiscourse
organizerforinstance,ontheotherhand,wouldbefurthercategorizedintothegroup,topic
elaboration/clarification.Intheformofreferentialexpressions,anexampleofthespecification
ofattributesofreferentialbundlesandframingattributesinexpressionswouldbe,inthe
contextof.
Therefore,the importofclassification ofEAP writing,lexicalphrases is clear.
Furthermore,ProfessorTounoYukioofTokyoUniversityofForeignStudies,arenowned
corpuslinguisticsexpertindicatedthesameafterviewingtheresearchdesignofthisproject.
ProfessorTounosurmizedthatwithoutcarefulpre-planningandcorrectclassificationofthe
EAP writing,lexicalphrasespriortoadministering theinstructionaltreatment,corpus
linguisticanalysiswilnotbeeffectivelyaccomplished(Touno,2016).
In terms ofwhether EAP writing lexicalphrases are relevantoutside the ESL
classroom,thefutureisbright.ThisisduetoglobalEnglish proficiency tests.More
specificaly,thescoreofthewritingsectionofIELTsandTOEFLentranceexams,whichis
highlyevaluatedasonekeyindicatorofglobalEnglishproficiencystandards.AsMcNamara
(2010)claimed,languagetestsoccupyimportantrolesincontemporarysociety,especialyin
gatekeeping.Thatis,thesetestsalowaccesstomembershipofvaluedsocialgroups,andfor
opportunitiesinpersonaladvancement.Simply,theydeterminewhetherastudent・sabilities
aregoodenoughtoenterintoforeignuniversitylevelinstruction(Shasha,2011reviews
McNamara&Roever,2006).Thiscrossesoverintothenotionofwashbackfrom thefieldof
testing in SLA.Especialy in termsofthepositiveornegativeimpactcaused on al
stakeholders,parents,employers,universityadmissionofficersandetcetera.Furthermore,
anothermajorimpactthataffectsthelanguagelearnerisinthewaythatacandidatelearns
andpreparesforthetestandengagesinactivitiesbeyondtheclassroom (Hawkey,2006).
Althoughthesetestsmaynotbeofinteresttoalstudents,oreducationalinstitutionsfor
thatmatter;theyareanindicatorofaglobalstandardofEnglishlanguageproficiencyin
whichalESLSLA institutionsshouldconsiderwhendesigninginstitutionalprograms.
Conclusion
Inconclusion,duetoinadequatepre-planningfortheclassroom instructionaltreatment,
whichwasexacerbatedbyaflawedoutputquestioninthetestinginstrument;thispilot
studycouldnotcolatedataoflexicalphrasesinanEAPwritingcontexteffectively.Thus,
contributiontotheliteratureintermsofthelinguisticperformanceofEAPwriting,lexical
phrases,andhow theyfunctionindiscourse;thatis,pragmaticcompetence,couldnotbe
made.Instead,thispapercenteredonhowlearners・attentionalresourcescouldbeinfluenced
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with respecttoinput,namely in termsofimplicitorexplicitfocuson form language
instruction.Ofwhich,theresultsofthisstudyfound,from quantifiabledata,learnergains
inexplicitconstructinstruction.Itcouldbesurmised,andwhichisnotdissimiliartoother
studiesaforementionedinthispaper,thatresearchdatawhichshowslearnergainsfrom
explicitteaching astheinstructionalmethodology,arerelatively moremanageableand
widespread.Itispositedthatthisisduetotheexpedientnatureofthemeasurabilityofthe
explicitconstruct,comparedwiththatoftheimplicit.
Despitethequantifiabledatashowinglesserlearnergainsbeingachievedfrom implicit
languageinstruction,intermsofthisstudy,theremaybeatheoreticalrationaletoexplain.
Itispositedthatthisphenomenacansomewhatbeattributedtothefactthatalexical
phraseisamorecomplexlanguagechunkandinallikelihood,isstoredinlearnermemory,
and retrieved atalaterpointin alearner・sdevelopment.Thisisin accordancewith
Schmidt・sandLong・sconceptofnoticingandinputenhancementrespectively.Inshort,this
studyproffersthattomoreaccuratelygaugeSLA inlexicalphrasesforESLleanersand
forEAPwriting,lexicalphraseresearch,instructionalteachingmethodologiesofnoticing
andinputenhancementarebestactionedwith output.Thisclaim isbasedon Izumi・s
research.Moreover,for clear outcomes in linguistic performance,such as pragmatic
competencewithrespecttohowlexicalphrasesfunction,focusonform isputforwardasan
inextricablecomponentoftheresearch design・sinstrumentation.Previousstudieshave
shownthatthenotionofimplicitandexplicitinstructionalmethodologyintheclassroom as
constructscansuccessfulyoperationalizetargetlanguageifafocusonform pedagogyis
observed.Evenso,asElishasraised,theimplicit-explicitinterfaceconundrum negatively
pervadesaccurateSLAappliedlinguisticresearchforthesetwoapproaches.Inotherwords,
despitetheireffectivenessinclassroom instructionalmethodology,theyneedtobebetter
definedforfutureresearchandclassroom applicationtofulybenefitfrom theinterface.
Clearly,explicitclassroom instructioncanbeoperationalizedthroughafocusonform
instructionalapproach.Albeit less measureable,implicit instruction can provide for
foundationssuchasaccuratemodelingofthetargetdiscourse,EAPwriting.However,as
Nagyargues,thequalityofthereadingmaterialwhichmodelsthediscoursetoelicitthe
targetform ishighlyrelevant.Therefore,asaplatform from whichtoextendthisresearch
in output,Swales・research isconsidered pertinent.Genreanalysis,coined by Swales,
introducestheconceptofmoveanalysis.Thistheoreticalrationalehasbeenmorespecificaly
adaptedtosuitEAPwriting,lexicalphraseacquisitionbyCortesandBiber.Thismove
analysiscanalsoaidindevelopingmoreuniformityintheclassificationoflexicalphrases.
Intermsofoutput,thefuturedirectionsofthenextstageofthislargerresearch
projectintend,tosomeextent,referencearesearchdesignsimilartoIzumi・s.Thereasonfor
thisisthatIzumi・sstudyaccountsforoutput.Inaddition,itisalsoconsideredthatthe
contextofEAPwriting;inotherwords,itsdiscourse,cannotbeignored.Inobservingthis,
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thecategorizationofthevariousfunctionsofpragmaticcompetencewilneedtobesetto
moreaccurately reflectrelevantEAP writing,lexicalphrasesin futureresearch.Even
thoughtheinstructionandinstrumentationdesignflaw impededoutputdatacolectionfor
thisparticularstudy,itisanticipatedthatby incorporating theprogressionsin EAP
writingresearch,suchasthosewhichhavebeenspurredonbyadvancesincorpuslinguistics
technology,wouldbenefitfutureresearch.
Moreover,itisanticipatedthatthedemandonEnglishSLA learnerstoimprovetheir
EAPwritingskilswilcontinue.ParticularlyastheythemselvesseektomeetglobalEnglish
languageproficiency benchmarkssetby TOEFL and IELTS.Therefore,although itis
difficulttooperationalizeresearchprojectswhichanalysestudentoutputintermsofEAP
writing,andmorespecificalylexicalphrases;thisresearchareasupportspresentandreal-
worldapplicationsforactionability.
Thus,intheacknowledgementthatformalEAPwritingconventionsarerelevant,this
paperpositsthatpragmaticcompetenceinlexicalphrasesisimportantforEnglishlanguage
programs.Althoughthisparticularstudyhasitsdelimitations,itismoreorlessaplatform
forfutureresearchintheoutputofEAPwriting,lexicalphrases.Inconclusion,thispaper
hassoughttomitigateagainstthetrendofadoptinglessformalpragmaticcompetenceinlexical
phrases.Thatis,itseekstoencouragelearnersandteachersalikeinthefieldofEAPSLA
toreplacereductiveandcognitivelysimplewordssuchasAnd,orButwithlexicalphrases
including,InadditiontoorOntheotherhand.Indoingso,inEAPwriting,lexicalphrases
wilbecomemoreindicativeofsoundclassroom instructionalpedagogy.
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Appendix
ConsentForm
StudentConsentForm:ResearchinTransitions
XXX University
DepartmentofXXX
2016.Date
DearStudents,
YouhavebeeninvitedtoparticipateinaseriesofthreetestsresearchingJapanese
universitystudentusageoflexicalphrases.
Thistestisvoluntary,anonymousandconfidential.Furthermore,ithasnoeffecton
yourgradeforthiscourse.
Yourdatawilnotbeindividualyanalysed.Rather,thegroupdatawilbecalculated.
Ifthereisanypartthatmayidentifyyou,itwilremainentirelyconfidentialtothe
researcheronly.
Ifyou haveanyquestionsaboutthestudy,pleasefeelfreetocontactthedata
colectors・emails:XXXX
Yoursignatureindicatesthatyouhavegivenconsent,yetyouarefreetowithdraw
yourparticipationatanytime.
Thankyouforyourparticipation!
DataColectors
___________________________________________
Cuthere____
Signature:
Studentnumber: (CONFIDENTIAL)
Date: XXX
